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2a)^ This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 
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Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 22 February 2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. On pages 18-19 of the Response, Applicant asserts that "Puuskari fails to disclose to 
establish [sic] a second Point-to-Point Protocol [PPP] link having the same IP address as a first 
[PPP] link and to differentiate the endpoints of the first [PPP] link and the second [PPP] link 
using a link characteristic as is substantially claimed in the present application." Examiner, 
respectfully, disagrees that this limitation is not obvious in view of the cited prior art. 

2. Puuskari is directed to finding a way to "[set] different QoS values for different 
applications that use the same IP address" (col. 3, lines 16-19). Puuskari solves this problem by 
differentiating between different PDP contexts using a QoS parameter as to allow "a dedicated 
QoS profile for each of several Internet user applications run in the mobile station for a [sic] IP 
address" (col. 4, lines 13-24). While Puuskari is expressly directed to PDP contexts, Puuskari 
explicitly states that "[t]his concept of the invention may applied [sic] in any packet data 
communications network, even in one not using any PDP context, such as TCP/IP" (col. 5, lines 
13-16). Further, it is noted that PDP is a data link layer protocol (col. 4, lines 55-65). 

3. In paragraphs 1009-1010 of the Specification, Applicant states that 

[T]here is an increasing desire and need to provide different types of services 
simultaneously through a single wireless device. . . Thus, there is a need in the art for a 
way of supporting multiple PPP connections in a single wireless device, where the PDSN 
is able to differentiate individual PPP session termination points operating under one IP 
stack within a wireless device. 

It is noted that PPP is a data link layer protocol. Newton's Telecom Dictionary, "PPP" definition. 
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4. Therefore, from the above discussion, three points should be noted: (1) both Applicant 
and Puuskari are directed to solving the same problem, namely finding a way to differentiate 
between different communications sent using a single EP address; (2) both Applicant's admitted 
prior art and Puuskari handle information at the same layer, namely the data link layer; and (3) 
the concept of Puuskari' s invention may be applied in any packet data communication network, 
even if PDP contexts are not used. Thus, Examiner maintains that it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use Puuskari 's invention in a system 
utilizing PPP links such that a second Point-to-Point Protocol link is established having the same 
Internet Protocol Address as a first Point-to-Point Protocol link and the endpoints of the first 
Point-to-Point Protocol link and the second Point-to-Point Protocol link are differentiated using a 
link characteristic in order to enable any number of PPP links tied to the same IP address to be 
used simultaneously. 

5. In view of the foregoing, Examiner maintains that the claims are rendered obvious by the 
cited prior art. 

Specification 

6. Examiner requests that Applicant update the application information seen on page 9, lines 
7-8 in order to reflect any changes in the status of this application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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8. Claims 1, 2, 5-8, 19, 20, 23-28, 31-38, 41-46, 49-52, 54, 55, 66-69, 72-77, 80-83, 94, 95, 
98-101, 112, 113, 116-121, and 124-127 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Applicant's admitted prior art in view of Puuskari (USPN 6,728,208), of 
record. 

9. Regarding claims 1, 27, 35, 45, 66, and 76, Applicant admits as prior art in a wireless 
communication system, a method comprising the steps of and a wireless device comprising 
means for: establishing a first Point-to-Point Protocol link having an Internet Protocol Address 
(page 1, paragraph 1002-page 5, paragraph 1010). Applicant does not express as prior art 
establishing a second Point-to-Point Protocol link having the same Internet Protocol Address as 
the first Point-to-Point Protocol link and differentiating the endpoints of the first Point-to-Point 
Protocol link and the second Point-to-Point Protocol link using a link characteristic. Puuskari 
teaches, in a wireless communication system, establishing a first PDP channel having an Internet 
Protocol Address (col 1, lines 54-58; col. 4, lines 13-24; and col. 6, lines 12-20); establishing a 
second PDP channel having the same Internet Protocol Address as the first PDP channel (col. 3, 
lines 16-32 (problem) and col. 4, lines 13-24 (solution)); and differentiating the endpoints of the 
first PDP channel and the second PDP channel using a link characteristic (col. 4, lines 13-24). 
Puuskari also teaches that the concepts of this invention can be used in any packet data 
communication network (col. 5, lines 12-16) and in any wireless communication network (col. 
16, lines 45-53) including PPP networks (col. 15, lines 36-38). Puuskari teaches that this 
invention enables any number of PDP contexts tied to the same IP address to be used 
simultaneously (col. 4, lines 13-24). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to establish a second Point-to-Point Protocol link 
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having the same Internet Protocol Address as the first Point-to-Point Protocol link and to 
differentiate the endpoints of the first Point-to-Point Protocol link and the second Point-to-Point 
Protocol link using a link characteristic in order to enable any number of PPP links tied to the 
same IP address to be used simultaneously. 

Regarding claim 19, incorporating the rejection of claim 1, Applicant in view of Puuskari 
discloses each limitation in claim 19, as seen in the rejection of claim 1, except for providing 
multiple grades of Radio Link Protocol service to an application of a wireless device. Applicant 
in view of Puuskari suggests providing multiple grades of Radio Link Protocol service to an 
application of a wireless device. Puuskari teaching including in each packet transmitted by an 
application a QoS parameter which will be used to enforce the QoS requirements for that packet 
(col. 4, lines 13-24). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to provide multiple grades of RLP service to an application in a wireless 
device in order to allow an application to differentiate between QoS requirements for a particular 
packet. 

Regarding claims 94 and 120, incorporating the rejection of claim 1, Applicant in view of 
Puuskari discloses each limitation in claims 94 and 120, as seen in the rejection of claim 1, 
except for implementing the method using a computer-readable medium having instructions 
stored thereon to cause computers in a communication system to perform the method. Examiner 
takes official notice that it is well known in the art to implement a method using software since 
software is more flexible than hardware. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to implement the method using software since software 
is more flexible than hardware. 
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Regarding claim 1 12, incorporating the rejection of claim 19, Applicant in view of 
Puuskari discloses each limitation in claim 1 12, as seen in the rejection of claim 19, except for 
implementing the method using a computer-readable medium having instructions stored thereon 
to cause computers in a communication system to perform the method. Examiner takes official 
notice that it is well known in the art to implement a method using software since software is 
more flexible than hardware. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to implement the method using software since software is more 
flexible than hardware. 

10. Regarding claims 2, 20, 28, 38, 46, 69, 77, 95, 1 13, and 121, Applicant in view of 
Puuskari discloses that the link characteristic is Quality of Service (Puuskari: col. 4, lines 13-24; 
col. 4, lines 35-58; and col. 5, lines 19-26). 

1 1 . Regarding claims 5, 23, 31,41, 49, 72, 80, 98, 116, and 124, Applicant in view of 
Puuskari suggests that the link characteristic is Radio Link Protocol transmission delay 
(Applicant: pages 4-5, paragraph 1010 and Puuskari: col. 2, lines 23-35, esp. col. 2, lines 26-27, 
and col 4, lines 44-54). 

12. Regarding claims 6, 24, 32, 42, 50, 73, 81, 99, 1 17, and 125, Applicant in view of 
Puuskari suggests that the link characteristic is guaranteed delivery level (Applicant: pages 4-5, 
paragraph 1010 and Puuskari: col. 2, lines 23-35, esp. col. 2, lines 28-35, and col. 4, lines 44-54). 

13. Regarding claims 7, 25, 33, 43, 51, 54, 74, 82, 100, 1 18, and 126, Applicant in view of 
Puuskari discloses that the wireless device uses Simple Internet Protocol service (Applicant: 
page 3, paragraph 1008). 
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14. Regarding claims 8, 26, 34, 44, 52, 55, 75, 83, 101, 119, and 127, Applicant in view of 
Puuskari discloses that the wireless device uses Mobile Internet Protocol service (Applicant: 
page 3, paragraph 1008). 

15. Regarding claims 36 and 67, Applicant in view of Puuskari discloses that the wireless 
network node is a Packet Data Service Node (Applicant: pg. 3, paragraph 1007). 

16. Regarding claims 37 and 68, Applicant in view of Puuskari discloses that the wireless 
network node is an Interworking Function (Applicant: pg. 3, paragraph 1007). 

17. Claims 3, 21, 29, 39, 47, 70, 78, 96, 1 14, and 122 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Applicant's admitted prior art in view of Puuskari (USPN 6,728,208), of 
record, as applied to claims 1,19, 27, 35, 45, 66, 76, 94, 1 12, and 120 above, and further in view 
of Sen et al. (USPN 6,765,909), of record. 

18. Regarding claims 3,21, 29, 39, 47, 70, 78, 96, 1 14, and 122, Applicant in view of 
Puuskari does not expressly disclose that the link characteristic is compression type; however, 
Applicant in view of Puuskari does suggest that various characteristics could be used (Puuskari: 
col. 5, lines 19-26). Sen discloses, in a system for supporting multiple QoS levels in a 3G packet 
data session, that PPP supports different types of compression schemes that can be used to 
distinguish one connection from another (col. 2, lines 35-41 and col. 6, lines 39-45). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
the link characteristic be compression type since PPP supports different types of compression 
schemes that can be used to distinguish one connection from another. 

19. Claims 4, 22, 30, 40, 48, 71, 79, 97, 1 15, and 123 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Applicant's admitted prior art in view of Puuskari (USPN 6,728,208), of 
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record, as applied to claims 1,19, 27, 35, 45, 66, 76, 94, 1 12, and 120 above, and further in view 
of Chuah et al. (USPN 6,400,722), of record. 

20. Regarding claims 4, 22, 30, 40, 48, 71, 79, 97, 115, and 123, Applicant in view of 
Puuskari does not expressly disclose that the link characteristic is encryption level; however, 
Applicant in view of Puuskari does suggest that various characteristics could be used (Puuskari: 
col. 5, lines 19-26). Chuah teaches, in a wireless system supporting PPP and IPCP (col. 10, lines 
33-45 and col. 11, lines 21-42), that PPP packets can be encrypted before being encapsulated in 
RLP if encryption is negotiated between the mobile user and the home agent (col. 29, lines 48- 
59). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have the link characteristic be encryption level since PPP supports different levels of 
encryption that can be used to distinguish one connection from another. 

Conclusion 

2 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Goyal et al. (USPN 6,466,985) see entire document which pertains to providing 
quality of service using EP. 

22. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
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CFR 1 . 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel J. Ryman whose telephone number is (571)272-3 152. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Huy Vu can be reached on (571)272-3155. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Daniel J. Ryman 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2665 
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